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senting	 something	 beyond	 themselves.4	 Moreover,	 the	 dominant	 theory	 of	 signs	 that	







Deleuze	 and	Guattari,	 not	 only	 through	 developing	 his	 own	 critique	 of	 representation	
(Meschonnic	2011:	43),	but	furthermore	in	aligning	this	critique	with	a	theory	of	rhythm	








presents	 itself	 not	 as	 a	 representation	 but	 as	 the	 «nature	 and	 truth»	 of	 language	
(Meschonnic	2011:	66).	This	is	enacted	through	a	dualism	that	assumes	and	asserts	a	split	
–	of	signifier	and	signified,	 form	and	content,	mind	and	body	(Meschonnic	2011:	43)	–	
where	 the	 representation	of	 language	 stands	over	 and	 above	 language	 itself.	 The	 sign	
names	everything	that	is	dead	in	language	(Meschonnic	2011:	83),	everything	that	puts	a	
stop	to	movement,	and	to	pay	heed	to	rhythm,	for	Meschonnic,	is	to	undermine	this	split	


















the	 twentieth-century,	 where	 a	 rejection	 of	 the	 Saussurean	 sign	 accompanies	 the	





Deleuze	 «never	 develops	 a	 full	 philosophy	 of	 the	 sign»	 (Williams	 2016:	 120),	 and	




cohesive	 character.	 But	 I	 take	 this	 plurality	 to	 be	 a	 positive	 characteristic	of	 their	 en-
















modulating,	 rhythmic	 assemblage	 which	 draws	 diverse	 semiotic	 practices	 into	 con-
sistency.	What	I	set	out	here	is	only	a	sketch	of	a	set	of	engagements	with	signs	each	of	






























































impact	of	 such	a	Nietzscheanism	can	be	heard	 in	 several	ways	 throughout	Proust	and	
Signs,	as	in	the	echo	of	Nietzsche’s	discussion	in	The	Gay	Science	of	a	«sign-world»	«de-
based	 to	 its	 lowest	 common	denominator»	 (Nietzsche	 2001:	 §354)	when	Deleuze	 de-












outside	of	 all	 representation	…	of	 substituting	direct	 signs	 for	mediate	 representations»	
(Deleuze	1994:	8,	my	emphasis).10	Again,	as	in	Proust	and	Signs,	signs	are	associated	with	
learning,	 and	 learning,	 as	 before,	 is	 not	 conceived	 of	 simply	 as	 the	passage	 from	non-
knowledge	to	knowledge,	the	discovery	of	solutions,	laws,	and	generalities	that	then	dis-
solve	the	problems	they	pertained	to	(Deleuze	1994:	164).	Learning	rather	names	«the	
























flashes;	secondly,	 in	 themselves,	 since	a	sign	envelops	another	«object»	within	 the	


























In	 outlining	 this	 conception	 of	 the	 encounter	 Deleuze	 begins	 with	 Plato,	 who	 for	
Deleuze	is	an	exception	in	the	history	of	philosophy	in	not	subordinating	apprenticeship	



































disparity,	and	the	sign	spans	this	disparity,	 the	shock	to	thought	 that	 it	 forces,	and	the	
solutions	produced.		
That	Simondon	allows	Deleuze	to	elaborate	and	expand	the	Nietzschean	theory	of	signs	
















































is	 a	 type	of	 icon.	For	Peirce	each	of	 the	 types	of	 icon	–	 image,	metaphor,	 and	diagram	







pression	of	 authority	by	means	of	 signs»	 (Guattari	1984b:	88).	Guattari	 contends	 that	









































bolic	 and	 signification),	 and	 3.	 a-signifying	 semiologies,	 while	 1976’s	 «Meaning	 and	











the	 interpretation	of	his	 thought.	 I	will	not	detail	 these	 categories	here	–	excellent	ac-
counts	exist	elsewhere,	such	as	across	the	writings	of	Gary	Genosko	(2009)	and	 in	the	
work	of	the	cultural	theorists	Lawrence	Grossberg	and	Bryan	Behrenshausen	(2016)	–	




























































































nification	and	any	 faith	 in	a	pre-signifying	state.	To	articulate	 this	complex,	polyvalent	
character	of	a-signifying	semiotics,	Guattari	turns	to	Peirce’s	notion	of	the	diagram.	


































































is	used	by	both	Guattari	and	by	Deleuze	 in	his	 later	explication	of	 the	signs	of	cinema,	
because	these	signs	consist	of	«signaletic	matter»	(Guattari	2013:	40;	Deleuze	1989:	29).17	
In	this	conception	signs	are	not	neutral	and	static,	with	no	role	awaiting	them	but	their	











signifying	 semiotics.	 Peirce	 is	 useful	 again	 in	 suggesting	what	 a	 combination	 of	 their	
thought	implies.	Where	Guattari	extracts	the	diagram	from	the	icon	as	a	non-representa-
tional	motor	of	thought	and	practice,	Deleuze’s	binding	of	sign,	sensation,	and	encounter	




















vious	 analyses	 in	mind	 can	 highlight	 some	ways	 in	which	 these	 theorisations	 of	 signs	
thread	through	the	rest	of	the	text.	
The	question	of	what	a	diagram	is	and	what	it	does	is	one	that	Deleuze	and	Guattari	
continually	pose	and	repose.	 In	A	Thousand	Plateaus	 it	receives	perhaps	 its	most	vivid	
determination	in	plateau	5,	«587	B.C.-A.D.	70:	On	Several	Regimes	of	Signs».	This	plateau	
most	prominently	concerns	an	elaboration	on	the	demarcations	of	semiotic	 forms	that	
Guattari	 had	 developed	 throughout	 the	 1970s.	 The	 immensely	 rich	 «pragmatics»	 of	 a	
«mixed	semiotic»	(Deleuze	&	Guattari	1987:	119,	139)	they	develop	is	an	analytical	frame-
work	deserving	of	 full	explication	by	 itself,	but	 for	now	I	will	continue	to	 focus	on	the	

























sentative	 lines	and	zones,	 line-strokes	and	colour-patches»	that	underlie	 the	 figurative	
givens	of	a	painting	(Deleuze	2003:	101),	and	in	this	it	is	«indeed	a	chaos,	a	catastrophe,	
but	also	the	seed	of	an	order	of	rhythm»	(Deleuze	2003:	67,	my	emphasis).	Rhythm	here	





































































enclosed	 milieus	 as	 part	 of	 a	 wider	 yet	 wholly	 inaccessible	 whole:	 a	 concern,	 as	
Sauvagnargues	puts	it,	of	a	«rhythmology»	(Sauvagnargues	2016b:	133),	expressing	time	
«less	as	it	is	lived	than	it	is	inhabited,	as	bundles	of	sensory	signs	by	which	we	extract	a	
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